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ABSTRACT
This study analyzes computer self-efficacy for two independent samples of students enrolled in an introduction to information
systems course in 1996 and 2006. We administered two validated and frequently employed measures of general computer selfefficacy to each group of students and collected demographic and computer-use data. Our findings demonstrate that the 2006
students reported significantly more computer experience, used computers much more frequently, and took significantly more
core courses that require computer use than their 1996 counterparts. This experience, however, did not translate into
significantly higher computer self-efficacy scores, and female students in both groups had significantly lower scores than male
students. Even more surprising, after controlling for gender, class level, computer experience, and frequency of computer use,
we observed that computer self-efficacy was significantly lower for the 2006 students than the 1996 students. This article
discusses the implications of these findings for information systems educators.
Keywords: Computer Self-efficacy; Computer Experience; Computer Use; Gender.

1. INTRODUCTION
Students entering college today can logically be expected to
have more computing experience than students of years past.
They are also more likely to use computers in home,
educational, and workplace settings than their counterparts
of a decade ago. The growth of the Internet and wireless
networking technologies has also changed how, and
accordingly how often, students use computers. Computers
and computing devices (e.g., cell phones, PDAs) have
become primary communication tools for students of all ages
and are as likely to be purchased as a telecommunications
device as a problem-solving tool. For example, students
today make extensive use of e-mail, instant messaging, text
messaging, social networking sites, and web browsing. The
popularity of web sites that support downloading, viewing,
and posting video and audio applications and recordings
provides additional anecdotal evidence of students’
immersion in, and dependence on, computing and
telecommunications technologies. In sum, computing has
become increasingly pervasive, with information technology
and information processing integrated into the everyday
activities of today’s students.

It is reasonable to ask if greater experience with, and
use of, information technologies make post-secondary
students today more able and inclined to use computer
technologies than were their counterparts a decade or more
ago. This is an ongoing concern. For many years, educators
have been concerned about the nature and impact of the
computing skills and experience students bring to college
(e.g., Havelka, 2003; Kim and Keith, 1994; Karsten and
Roth, 1998a; Palaigeorgiou, Siozos, and Konstantakis,
2006). As stated by Palaigeorgiou, Siozos, and Konstantakis
(2006, p. 459), “…students’ prior computer experience is a
major unknown factor in professors’ development of
Information Systems and other computer-related academic
departments.” Consequently, most business schools require
student completion of introductory information technology
courses intended to ensure that all have received similar and
sufficient exposure to essential computer skills and
fundamental computer concepts (Creighton et al., 2006;
Smith, 2004).
Our experience as information systems educators has
provided anecdotal evidence that this approach remains
appropriate. The purpose of the current study, however, is to
investigate formally how student computer experience and

445

Journal of Information Systems Education, Vol. 19(4)
frequency of computer use have changed over a ten-year
period and how such changes may have affected the
students’ competence and confidence in the skills typically
taught in introduction to information systems courses. As
described below, we employed two popular measures of
computer self-efficacy (CSE) that researchers have
frequently used to assess student perceptions of their
computer capabilities. Computer self-efficacy is a wellresearched construct that has provided valuable insights into
the computing capabilities of individuals inside and outside
the classroom (e.g., Karsten and Roth, 1998a; Marakas,
Johnson, and Clay, 2007; Smith, 2004).
A review of the literature suggests that the current study
differs from prior research in at least two important ways.
First, we collected data from two independent samples of
students enrolled in a typical introduction to information
systems course ten years apart. To our knowledge, this study
is unique in that regard. Second, the use of two measures of
computer self-efficacy that are generic enough to stand the
test of time (Stephens, 2006) allowed us to make meaningful
comparisons between the two samples. In the following
sections, we describe the computer self-efficacy construct
and measures employed. We then present the hypotheses,
research method, and results. This article concludes with a
discussion of the study’s findings and the implications for
information systems educators.
2. COMPUTER SELF-EFFICACY
Computer self-efficacy is derived from the general concept
of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986, 1997) and is defined as “…a
judgment of one’s ability to use a computer” (Compeau and
Higgins, 1995, p. 192). Computer self-efficacy has been
identified as a key determinant of computer-related ability
and the use of computers (Hasan, 2003). Individuals high in
computer self-efficacy are more likely to choose and
participate in computer-related activities, expect success in
these activities, persist and employ effective coping
behaviors when encountering difficulty, and exhibit higher
levels of performance than individuals low in computer selfefficacy (Compeau, Higgins, and Huff, 1999). In sum,
computer self-efficacy appears to capture the competence
and confidence information systems educators hope to instill
in their students (Karsten and Roth, 1998a).
Individuals gain computer self-efficacy information
from a variety of sources (Bandura 1997): their own
performance accomplishments (e.g., personal success and
failure using computers), observing the successes and
failures of others (e.g., friends, classmates), verbal
persuasion (e.g., encouragement and support that reinforces
the belief they can become computer competent), and
emotional states (e.g., confidence or anxiety when faced with
computer-dependent tasks). More years of experience and
more frequent computer use should offer more opportunities
to gather computer self-efficacy information. However, it is
important to note that computer self-efficacy is a domainspecific, dynamic construct that changes over time as people
acquire new information and experiences (Gist and Mitchell,
1992). The nature of that change depends upon the relevancy
of new information and experiences to the computing skills
of interest. In other words, it is the kind of computer

experience, and not computer experience per se, that
influences self-efficacy perceptions (Karsten and Roth,
1998a). Interested readers are encouraged to review
Marakas, Yi, and Johnson (1998) and Marakas, Johnson, and
Clay (2007) for in-depth examinations of the computer selfefficacy construct.
2.1 TCSE vs. GCSE
Marakas, Yi, and Johnson (1998) differentiated between
task-specific measures of computer self-efficacy (TCSE) and
general computer self-efficacy (GCSE). TCSE refers to
“…an individual’s perception of efficacy in performing
specific computer-related tasks within the domain of general
computing” (Marakas, Yi, and Johnson, 1998, p. 128). More
simply put, Hasan (2006) describes it as a judgment of
efficacy in performing a defined computing task using a
specific computer application. Examples of TCSE would
include measures of word processing, spreadsheet, and
database efficacy.
On the other hand, Marakas, Yi, and Johnson (1998, p.
129) define general computer self-efficacy (GCSE) as “…an
individual’s judgment of efficacy across multiple computer
application domains.” The authors suggest that GCSE can be
thought of as a collection of specific TCSEs accrued over
time, and that its long-term value may be “…as a predictor
of future levels of general performance within the diverse
domain of computer related tasks” (p. 129). Hasan (2006)
describes GCSE as the perception of ability to use a
computer in general, without regard to a particular
computing task, application, or environment. Marakas, Yi,
and Johnson (1998) state that GCSE conforms more closely
to the definition of computer self-efficacy that researchers
have tested in the information systems literature. We
employed two measures of GCSE in the current study.
2.2 Two Measures of GCSE
The two scales employed in this study were developed
independently by Murphy, Coover, and Owen (1989) and
Compeau and Higgins (1995). The scales have been two of
the most frequently used and widely respected measures in
computer self-efficacy studies (Marakas, Yi, and Johnson,
1998; Marakas, Johnson, and Clay, 2007). Both are measures
of GCSE. While both scales attempt to capture the same
construct, visual inspection of their respective items suggests
obvious differences in approach to GCSE assessment.
Murphy, Coover, and Owen (1989) measure GCSE via
a 32-item scale of an individual’s perceptions of his or her
ability to accomplish specific tasks and activities involved in
operating a computer (see Appendix A, and referred to here
as MGCSE). Subjects indicate their confidence on a 5-point
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). The
MGCSE scale is a “widely respected and adopted measure of
CSE” (Marakas, Johnson, and Clay, 2007, p. 22).
Over the years, researchers have regularly used the
original and modified versions of the MGCSE scale to assess
the perceived computer capabilities of students enrolled in
introductory information systems courses (e.g., Durndell,
Haag, and Laithwaite, 2000; Karsten and Roth, 1998a;
McIlroy, Sadler, and Boojawon, 2007; Smith, 2005) and to
determine the type of training necessary to improve
computing proficiency (Stephens, 2006). In a recent study,
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Stephens (2006) found the MGCSE scale to be highly
correlated (r = .93) with the Business Computer SelfEfficacy (BCSE) scale developed by Stephens and Shotick
(2002). The BCSE scale includes a wide variety of computer
literacy skills.
It should be noted that Marakas, Johnson, and Clay
(2007) express concern that when existing measures like the
Murphy, Coover, and Owen (1989) scale are used, they are
often dramatically altered to make them more relevant to
changes in the computing environment, or that items are
simply dropped without adding new items that reflect those
changes. For example, the original Murphy, Coover, and
Owen (1989) scale—developed prior to the common use of
local networks—included three items that measured skills
related to logging onto, logging off, and working on a
mainframe computer. Some researchers have determined that
these skills are no longer relevant and have dropped these
items from the MGCSE scale (Stephens, 2006). Fortunately,
this change was already evident in 1996, and we replaced the
mainframe items with three items measuring skills related to
logging onto, logging off, and working on a computer
network. Consequently, the modified MGCSE measure
administered in this study in 1996 and again in 2006
addresses the concern voiced by Marakas, Johnson, and Clay
(2007) and allows for meaningful comparisons over time.
Compeau and Higgins (1995) assess computer selfefficacy via a 10-item scale that assesses an individual’s
perceptions of his or her ability to use a new software
package under a variety of conditions (see Appendix B, and
referred to here as CHGCSE). For each condition, subjects
first indicate whether they would be able to complete an
assignment using the software package. For each “yes”
condition, subjects next indicate their confidence on a 10point scale (1 = not at all confident, 10 = totally confident).
Though the scale focuses on application use, it does not
specify a particular application (e.g., spreadsheet or
database). Therefore, the CHGCSE scale is a measure of
general computer self-efficacy as well. The CHGCSE scale
has been “…arguably the single most adopted and reused
measure of the construct” (Marakas, Johnson, and Clay,
2007, p. 19). Like the MGCSE scale, researchers have used
the CHGCSE scale in whole or part to assess the perceived
computing capabilities of students enrolled in information
systems courses (e.g., Shih, 2006; Hasan, 2003; Hasan and
Ali, 2006; Thatcher and Perrewe, 2002).
In sum, self-efficacy researchers developed the MGCSE
scale nearly 20 years ago and the CHGCSE scale more than
a decade ago. Though the measures have some limitations,
we believe they continue to ask questions about general
computing capabilities that remain relevant today for the
assessment and comparison of computer experience,
confidence, and competence.

the increasingly technological immersion of today’s students,
we were concerned that more computer experience and use
may not be translating into increased computer self-efficacy.
Prior research has also investigated gender differences in
computer self-efficacy. Some studies have observed females
exhibiting lower computer self-efficacy than males (Hsu and
Huang, 2006; Shotick and Stephens, 2006; Smith, 2005),
while others have demonstrated no difference (Havelka,
2003; Karsten and Roth, 1998b) and have suggested the
differences have disappeared as a result of increased
computer use by males and females (Rainer, Laosethakul,
and Astone, 2003). Because of the inconsistent findings over
time, we tested for gender differences in this study. Based on
CSE theory and our research interests, we tested the
following hypotheses:
H1: Computer-use attributes are significantly higher
for the 2006 subjects than the 1996 subjects.
H2: There is no difference in computer self-efficacy
between female and male subjects.
H3: There is no difference in computer self-efficacy
between the 1996 and 2006 subjects.
We were fortunate in this study that one of the authors—
an instructor of an introduction to information systems
course for many years—administered the MGCSE and
CHGCSE scales to his students back in 1996. This gave him
the opportunity to re-assess students in the same course in an
identical fashion ten years later. This instructor has found
that the application and analysis of the scales provide
valuable insight into his students’ preparation and motivation
in the introductory information systems course context.
The subjects in each group consisted of students in three
sections of the same introduction to information systems
course at a medium-size state university in the Midwestern
portion of the United States. The course is required for all
business majors, and nearly everyone in the course was a
business major. The 1996 group consisted of 119 subjects,
while the 2006 group had 114 subjects. For each group of
students, the instructor administered the two scales in the
first week of class, before the students were exposed to any
course content. Prior to administration, the instructor told the
students that participation was voluntary, responses would
remain confidential, and the results would only be used to
emphasize those computer skills with which students felt
least confident. To reduce order effect, half the subjects saw
the MGCSE scale first, while the other half saw the
CHGCSE scale first. The survey instruments for each year
also collected demographic and computer-use data about the
students. We tested the hypotheses using independentsamples T tests and hierarchical regression analysis (Cohen
and Cohen, 1983).

3. HYPOTHESES AND RESEARCH METHOD

We employed two widely used and well-validated measures
of general computer self-efficacy in this study. Our results
indicate that the MGCSE and CHGCSE scales exhibited
both convergent validity and reliability. The two scales were
significantly correlated with each other for both years (r =
.72 and .45 in 1996 and 2006, respectively; p < .001), which
demonstrates that they are most likely measuring the same
construct. In addition, the scales exhibited very high internal

We expected to observe significant increases in computer
experience, frequency of computer use, and number of
courses requiring computer use between the 1996 and 2006
subjects. Computer self-efficacy theory, however, posits that
it is the kind of experience, not the amount, that affects
individuals’ self-efficacy (Karsten and Roth, 1998a). Despite

4. RESULTS
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consistency reliability each year. Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients ranged from .92 to .97.
Table 1 displays the mean scores for the 1996 and 2006
groups for the variables of interest to this study. The two
groups shared very similar demographic characteristics.
There were no significant differences in age (approximately
21 years old), class (approximately 88% in each group were
sophomores and juniors), and gender composition
(approximately 60% male and 40% female). As expected,
though, the groups did differ substantially in their computeruse attributes. The 2006 students reported significantly
higher values than their 1996 counterparts, thus supporting
hypothesis one. Study participants in 2006 averaged 8.7
years of computer experience compared to 5.0 years for the
1996 group. The samples also differed dramatically in
reported frequency of computer use, with 84% of the
students in the 2006 group indicating they used a computer
at least once a day compared to only 30% for the 1996
participants. In addition, the 2006 group reported taking
significantly more college courses requiring computer use
(mean = 4.4) compared to the 1996 participants (mean =
2.7). Despite these significant differences in computer-use
attributes, the two groups did not differ significantly on their
mean scores for either the MGCSE scale (1996 = 3.66, 2006
= 3.79, p = .11) or the CHGSE scale (1996 = 6.12, 2006 =
6.28, p = .43).

treating this variable as continuous and separately treating it
as a set of six dummy variables. The results were
substantially identical, so for ease of table display and
interpretability, we present the results of this variable
treating it as continuous.
Variable
β
S.E.
t
Sig.
Step 1:
Constant
3.03 .20 14.81 .000
EXPERIENCE
.03 .01
2.33 .021
FREQUENCY
.16 .03
5.59 .000
CLASS
-.16 .05
-3.14 .002
GENDER
.23 .07
3.19 .002
R2 = .26; Adj. R2 = .25; F = 20.42 (p = .000)
Step 2:
Constant
2.97 .20 14.72 .000
EXPERIENCE
.04 .01
3.36 .001
FREQUENCY
.18 .03
6.31 .000
CLASS
-.18 .05
-3.47 .001
GENDER
.22 .07
3.13 .002
GROUP
-.25 .08
-3.00 .003
R2 = .29; Adj. R2 = .28; F = 18.72 (p = .000)
Incremental R2 = .03; F = 9.02 (p = .003)
Table 2 – Hierarchical Regression Analysis
(Dependent Variable = MGCSE Scale Score)
Variable
β
S.E.
t
Sig.
Step 1:
Constant
4.28 .58
7.38 .000
EXPERIENCE
.05 .03
1.56 .121
FREQUENCY
.31 .08
3.90 .000
CLASS
-.18 .15 -1.22 .223
GENDER
.71 .20
3.52 .001
R2 = .16; Adj. R2 = .15; F = 10.78 (p = .000)
Step 2:
Constant
4.14 .58
7.19 .000
EXPERIENCE
.08 .03
2.45 .015
FREQUENCY
.38 .08
4.52 .000
CLASS
-.22 .15 -1.47 .143
GENDER
.69 .20
3.47 .001
GROUP
-.61 .24 -2.56 .011
R2 = .18; Adj. R2 = .17; F = 10.15 (p = .000)
Incremental R2 = .02; F = 6.56 (p = .011)
Table 3 – Hierarchical Regression Analysis
(Dependent Variable = CHGCSE Scale Score)

Variable
1996a 2006b
t
Sig.
Age
21.22 20.75
1.13 .26
Classc
2.78
2.72
0.66 .51
Genderd
0.63
0.59
0.66 .51
Years of Computer
4.95
8.68 -9.36 .00
Experience
Frequency of
4.59
5.89 -8.07 .00
Computer Usee
Courses Requiring
2.69
4.39 -3.42 .00
Computer Use
MGCSEf
3.66
3.79 -1.62 .11
CHGCSEg
6.12
6.28 -0.80 .43
a
n = 119 b n = 114 c Freshman = 1, Graduate = 5
d
Female = 0, Male = 1 e Never = 1; Monthly = 2;
>Monthly = 3; Weekly = 4; >Weekly = 5; Daily = 6;
>Daily = 7 f Strongly Disagree = 1, Strongly Agree = 5
g
Cannot Do = 0; Not at All Confident = 1, Totally
Confident = 10
Table 1 – Differences in Group Means
Although the simple comparisons of means for the
MGCSE and CHCSE scales support hypothesis three, we
wanted to test for group (and gender) differences in
computer self-efficacy after controlling for other factors that
may affect students’ computer self-efficacy. To do this, we
used a two-step hierarchical regression model (Cohen and
Cohen, 1983). Before describing this model, however, we
note two things. First, neither the age variable nor the
courses requiring computer use variable was significantly
correlated with either self-efficacy scale, so we excluded
them from the regression analyses. The results of this study
do not change if these two variables are included in the
analyses. Second, the frequency of computer use variable is
categorical, not continuous. We ran the regression models

Table 2 reports the results of the two-step hierarchical
regression analysis with the MGCSE scale as the dependent
variable, while Table 3 displays the results for the CHGCSE
scale. In each model, the variables representing years of
computer experience, frequency of computer use, class level,
and gender enter at step 1. The group variable enters at step
2.
The results reported in Tables 2 and 3 are quite
interesting. For both GCSE scales, the coefficients of the
years of computer experience and frequency of computer use
variables are significantly positive, indicating that these
factors do influence computer self-efficacy. The coefficient
for the class variable is negative for both scales and is
significant for the MGCSE scale. This indicates that the
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higher the students’ class level, the lower their computer
self-efficacy. This finding may be attributable to the fact that
students with low confidence in their computing abilities
may postpone taking the introduction to information systems
course until late in their academic careers.
The results regarding gender differences do not support
hypothesis two. These findings are disturbing and should be
of concern to information systems educators. For both
scales—after controlling for the other variables in the
model—males demonstrate significantly higher computer
self-efficacy scores than females. We did some additional
multiple regression analyses to investigate whether this
relationship was constant over time and found that males had
significantly higher scores than females for each scale for
both the 1996 and 2006 samples. We discuss the
implications of these findings later in the article.
The results for the group variable (coded: 1996 = 0, 2006
= 1) are most surprising, and do not support hypothesis three.
For both scales, the coefficient for the group variable is
negative and significant. The incremental increase in
explanatory power when this variable enters the models in
step 2 is also significant. What these findings demonstrate is
that when we hold computer experience, frequency of
computer use, class level, and gender constant between the
groups, students in the 2006 group exhibit significantly
lower self-efficacy scores than students in the 1996 group.
This result has major implications to information systems
educators, as discussed in the next section.
5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
As educators who interact with students inside and outside
the classroom on a regular basis it was no real surprise to
find that students in 2006 differed dramatically and
significantly from their 1996 counterparts in years of
computer experience and frequency of computer use. For
example, more than 80% of the 2006 respondents reported
daily computer use compared to less than one-third of those
surveyed in 1996. Today’s students obviously make frequent
use of computing technologies such as e-mail, instant
messaging, text messaging, social networking, web
browsing, and more.
On the other hand, it was somewhat unexpected to find
that these significant and substantial increases in computer
experience and use did not translate into significantly higher
levels of GCSE on either measure for the 2006 students. As
discussed previously, this might be understandable if the
scale items measured computer activities that are not as
relevant in 2006 as they were a decade earlier. However, the
scales remain popular and generic enough measures of
GCSE to be reasonably timeless (Stephens, 2006). The
CHGCSE scale is one of the most frequently used measures
in computer self-efficacy research (Marakas, Johnson, and
Clay, 2007). The MGCSE scale in original or modified form
is also in frequent and recent use, and it is important to note
again that we modified the MGCSE measure prior to the
1996 survey to replace the three obviously dated mainframe
items with more appropriate computer network items. A
recent study also supports the continued relevancy of the
MGCSE measure. Stephens (2006) found a very high
correlation (r = .93) between the MGCSE scale and the

Business Computer Self-Efficacy (BCSE) scale developed
by Stephens and Shotick (2002). In sum, we believe that the
lack of an increase in self-efficacy between the 1996 and
2006 groups is not a measurement issue. Rather, it is an
indication that ever-increasing levels of computer experience
characteristic of today’s students still do not provide the kind
of information and experiences that develop and enhance the
computer self-efficacy necessary for success in college
(Karsten and Roth, 1998a).
We offer several explanations for the results. First, we
suspect that students use computers much more frequently to
communicate with others than to perform the kinds of
information processing and problem-solving tasks required
in introductory information systems courses. Social
networking, e-mailing, text messaging, and instant
messaging result in extensive computer use that requires the
repetitive use of a limited range of skills, primarily entering
text. Consequently, dramatic increases in time spent using a
computer may not supply experiences necessary to enhance
the diverse skills that fall within the domain of general
computer self-efficacy. Second, though students indicate the
number of classes that require computer use has significantly
increased, the computer skills required in some of the classes
may be narrow (e.g., Word, PowerPoint), or not consistently
required, reinforced, or integrated across classes. If a
semester or more passes between classes requiring
spreadsheet use, for example, perceptions of self-efficacy
within that domain will most likely decrease (Bandura,
1997). Finally, as educators, we may sometimes fail to help
make the connection between the skills and experiences
students may not realize they have and the skills we expect.
For instance, we have had success teaching about file types,
file size, and secondary storage issues using examples of file
type compatibility, the size of song files, and the storage
capacity of iPods and similar devices. We have also
demonstrated how to use special operators and terms to make
search engine queries more accurate—we find few students
have not used “Google” in the past—as a springboard to
introducing more traditional database queries. Making such
connections more obvious may help students better assess
their ability to use a computer successfully in the classroom
context. Making connections between existing and expected
computer skills may be especially helpful in raising the
computer self-efficacy perceptions of female students, who
the literature suggests may not always receive the same
amount of encouragement for technical proficiency as male
students (Shotick and Stephens, 2006).
Based on our findings and observations, we offer
several recommendations. First, we encourage IS educators
to evaluate periodically the computer self-efficacy of
students entering introduction to information systems
classes. Annual evaluation, for example, may provide
valuable insight into student perceptions of their personal
computer capabilities, and may help educators avoid making
tempting, but potentially unwarranted, assumptions about the
computing prowess of incoming students. In addition, the
measures can be administered during or at the end of the
semester to demonstrate improvement and supplement the
class outcome information provided by traditional, objective
measures of performance (Karsten and Roth 1998a; 1998b).
Though self-efficacy measures are limited in that they are
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subjective self-reports, the computer self-efficacy construct
captures important dimensions of computer competence and
confidence. Specifically, students high in CSE are more
likely to exhibit a willingness to choose and participate in
computer-related activities, expect greater success in such
activities, and demonstrate more persistence or effective
coping when faced with computer-related difficulties than
are individuals low in CSE (Compeau and Higgins, 1995;
Gist, Schwoerer, and Rosen, 1989; Karsten and Roth, 1998a;
Murphy, Coover and Owen, 1989). The generalizability of
our research is limited to students enrolled in an introduction
to information systems in a medium-size, Midwestern
university. However, we suggest these characteristics define
desirable outcomes for all students in similar education
training contexts anywhere.
We also encourage IS educators and researchers to
develop and refine measures of computer self-efficacy at
both the general and task-specific level of analysis. While
the measures of GCSE employed in this and other recent
research continue to provide rewarding insight, the
evolutionary changes in the domain of computing at the
general and task-specific levels of computer self-efficacy call
for the careful construction and refinement of new measures
(Bandura, 2001; Marakas, Johnson, and Clay, 2007).
Finally, we join in the call for the development of finer
measures of prior computer experience that are able to detect
the distinctive characteristics of students’ prior computer
usage. Current measures of computer experience and use
seem too coarse to reveal the nature and impact of the prior
computer experience students bring to
college
(Palaigeorgiou, Siozos, and Konstantakis, 2006). Better
measures of prior computer experience and use should in
turn lead to more accurate measures of computer selfefficacy (Hasan, 2003).
In conclusion, our study indicates that while much has
changed in the realm of computing, much has remained the
same. What seems clear is that just as it was a decade ago, it
remains unwise to make assumptions about the computer
capabilities male and female students bring to college. We
encourage educators and researchers to continue the
unbiased assessment and investigation of the relationships
among gender, computer experience, and computer selfefficacy.
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APPENDIX A
MURPHY et al. (1989) COMPUTER SELF-EFFICACY SCALE
(Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)
I feel confident entering and saving data (words and numbers) into a file.
I feel confident calling up a data file to view on a monitor screen.
I feel confident storing software correctly.
I feel confident handling a floppy disk correctly.
I feel confident escaping/exiting from a program or software.
I feel confident making selections from an on-screen menu.
I feel confident copying an individual file.
I feel confident using the computer to write a letter or essay.
I feel confident moving the cursor around the monitor screen.
I feel confident working on a personal computer (microcomputer).
I feel confident using a printer to make a "hardcopy" of my work.
I feel confident getting rid of files when they are no longer needed.
I feel confident copying a disk.
I feel confident adding and deleting information to and from a data file.
I feel confident getting software up and running.
I feel confident organizing and managing files.
I feel confident understanding terms/words relating to computer software.
I feel confident understanding terms/words relating to computer hardware.
I feel confident describing the function of computer hardware (keyboard, monitor, disk drives, processing unit).
I feel confident troubleshooting computer problems.
I feel confident explaining why a program (software) will or will not run on a given computer)
I feel confident understanding the three stages of data processing: input, processing, output.
I feel confident learning to use a variety of programs (software).
I feel confident using the computer to analyze number data.
I feel confident learning advanced skills within a specific program (software).
I feel confident using the computer to organize information.
I feel confident writing simple programs for the computer.
I feel confident using the user's guide when help is needed.
I feel confident getting help for problems in the computer system.
I feel confident logging onto a computer network.
I feel confident logging off a computer network.
I feel confident working on a computer network.
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APPENDIX B
COMPEAU AND HIGGINS (1995) COMPUTER SELF-EFFICACY SCALE
For the following questions, imagine that you were given a new software package for some aspect of your coursework. It does
not matter specifically what this software package does, only that it is intended to make your assignment easier and that you
have never used it before.
The following questions ask you to indicate whether you could use this unfamiliar software package under a variety of
conditions. For each of the conditions, please indicate whether you would be able to complete the assignment using the
software package. Then, for each condition that you answered “yes,” please rate your confidence about your first judgment by
circling a number form 1 to 10, where 1 indicates “Not at all confident,” 5 indicates “Moderately confident,” and 10 indicates
“Totally confident.”
I COULD COMPLETE THE ASSIGNMENT USING THE SOFTWARE PACKAGE…
1…if there was no one around to tell me what to do as I go.

Yes
No

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

2…if I had never used a package like it before.

Yes
No

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

3…if I only had the software manuals for reference.

Yes
No

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

4…if I had seen someone else using it before trying it myself.

Yes
No

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

5…if I could call someone for help if I got stuck.

Yes
No

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

6…if someone else had helped me get started.

Yes
No

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

7…if I had a lot of time to complete the assignment for which
the software was intended.

Yes
No

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

8…if I just had the built-in help facility for assistance.

Yes
No

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

9…if someone showed me how to do it first.

Yes
No

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

10…if I had used similar packages before this one to do the
same job.

Yes
No

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
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